The effects of participation in the "Book it!" reading program and parental pay for reading on reported reading habits of college students was investigated. College students were surveyed about the amount they read per week, their intrinsic interest in reading , if they participated in the Book It! program and if their parents paid them money to read during childhood. If they participated in Book It! and/or were paid to read , they were also asked what effects these factors had on their learning to read , their enjoyment of reading, and on the amount they read. Neither being reinforced with money or pizzas increased or decreased the amount college students read nor influenced their intrinsic motivation for reading . Answers to direct questions about Book It! and parental pay for reading suggest that when a child is extrinsically reinforced for reading the child will increase the amount read , enjoyment of reading may increase, and if they do not yet know how to read fluently, the programs may help the child to learn to read. These results provide no support for the myth that extrinsic rewards for reading undermine intrinsic interest in reading. Rather, extrinsic rewards for reading set the conditions where intrinsic motivation for reading may develop. Any concerns that reinforcement programs for reading will decrease later reading behaviors are unfounded.
books, then that child's reading behavior has also been reinforced. In these examples reading has been reinforced by the consequences that reading produces.
Psychology uses many terms to describe situations involving reinforcement. For example "intrinsically motivated behavior is said to be demonstrated when people engage in an activity primary for its own sake, whereas extrinsically motivated behavior is controlled by incentives that are not part of the activity" (Eisenberger & Cameron, 1996 , p. 1154 . Consistent with this jargon, in the first example the pizza was an "extrinsic reward." In the second example reading was "intrinsically motivating" because there was no contrived reinforcement for reading. The chess example is ambiguous as to whether reading was "intrinsically" or "extrinsically" motivating. Nothing was presented or given to the child for reading; this makes the motivation seem intrinsic. However, reading did not occur for 'its own sake,' but to help the reader defeat chess opponents, a purpose removed from the reading process itself From worker productivity in steel mills (Gleisser, 1998) to merit pay and performance-based funding for public universities (Carnevale, Johnson, & Edwards, 1998) , the use of rewards to motivate performance is a fact of life in society (Daniels, 1994) . Hundreds of studies with human subjects have revealed many beneficial effects of reinforcement programs (e.g., Martin & Pear, 1996; Miller, 1997) . Despite the ubiquitousness of reinforcement and the documented benefits of reinforcement programs, a widespread myth (see Eisenberger & Cameron, 1996) exists in psychology and education that assumes if one engages in a task such as reading for extrinsic rewards like pizza or money, then any intrinsic motivation or interest in the activity will be undermined. That is, according to the myth that 'extrinsic motivation undermines intrinsic motivation,' the child who is given pizzas or money for reading will never want read to find out about dragons, dolphins, or chess strategy. The child will never 'read for reading's sake.'
However, several theoretical reviews (Carton, 1996; Dickinson, 1989; Flora, 1990 ) and meta-analyses (Cameron & Pierce, 1994; Eisenberger & Cameron, 1996) of the empirical literature all have concluded the myth is just that, a myth. The belief that extrinsic reinforcement undermines intrinsic motivation is widely held but false in all but the most circumscribed, unrealistic situations. A slightly detrimental effect of extrinsic rewards sometimes occurs in artificial laboratory situations when tangible rewards like money (as opposed to nontangible rewards like praise). are given regardless of performance (Cameron & Pierce 1994) . For example, if a child is given money for reading regardless of how little or how accurately, there is a slight chance that the child will read less in the future. Rewarding a child for reading irrespective of how how little, or inaccurately the child reads is likely a very rare occurrence and an obviously inappropriate educational practice. The actual practice of using rewards in applied settings has not been shown to have detrimental effects on task interest.
Although the empirical evidence (e.g ., Cameron & Pierce, 1994 Eisenberger & Cameron, 1996) has convinced many that rewards do not undermine intrinsic interest, but instead set the cond itions where intrinsic interest may develop, others (e.g., Kahn, 1993) remain just as convinced that all rewards are inherently detrimental to the educational process. If rewarding children for acquisition of skills and competencies such as reading is beneficial to children , education , and society, then it is important to examine programs that currently exist so that their benefits can be maximized. Conversely, if rewards are detrimental, then it is just as critical to examine educational reward programs to advise on the ir termination or elimination of the reward portion of the program. "If a child receives repeated payments for reading . . . the more important question concerns the long-term effects of reward on intrinsic interest" (Eisenberger & Cameron, 1996 , pp. 1163 -1164 . The current study examined possible long-term effects of reward (in the form of pizzas and/or money) for reading during childhood on later intrinsic interest in reading and amount of reading by college students.
"Book It!" is a program run by Pizza Hut that rewards children in Grades K through 6 with a free individual pan pizza for meeting reading goals set by their teacher. When a child reaches the goal, the teacher provides the child with a certificate that the child can redeem at any Pizza Hut for the free pizza. According to Book It!, during the 1995-1996 school year over 22 million children in Australia, Canada, and the United States participated in the program. If rewards undermine intrinsic interest, then during the 1995-1996 school year, the reading habits of over 22 million children were aversely affected. If reinforcing reading sets the conditions where intrinsic interest in reading may develop (Flora, 1990) , then Book It! may improve childhood and subsequent adult literacy. Likewise, parents who pay their children to read may be either harming or helping their children's possible interest in reading depending on the truth or falsity of the myth that rewards undermine intrinsic interest.
Because the Book It! program began in 1985, many current college students participated in Book It! when they were children. Therefore it is possible to assess the effects, if any, that participating in Book It! may have had on the students' reading habits and intrinsic interest in reading at the college level. The current study surveyed college students on the amount they read per week, their intrinsic interest in reading , if they participated in the Book It! program, and if their parents paid them to read when they were children. If they participated in Book It! and/or were paid to read, they were also asked what effects these factors had on their learning to read , their enjoyment of reading, and on the amount they read.
Method

Participants
One hundred seventy one undergraduate students at Youngstown State University participated in the study for extra course credit.
Procedure and Materials
After reading and signing an informed consent form participants answered a brief survey. Participants were asked to mark male or female on the front of the survey and then to complete the survey in order. The first 10 questions were from the interest enjoyment and perceived competence dimensions of the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (McAuley, Duncan, & Tammen, 1989) reworded to reflect interest in reading and shown in Table 1 . The internal consistency of this reworded scale was high (Cronbach's Alpha = .90). The items were on a Likert scale from (1) strongly agree to (7) strongly disagree.
The intrinsic motivation questions were followed with a question asking "not including school work, how much do you read (including books, newspapers, magazines, or other reading materials) on average per week?" This question was followed by a brief description of the Book It! program and the question, "when you were a child, did you participate in Pizza Hut's 'Book It!' Program?" If they answered "no" they were asked to skip the rest of the page and go to the next page. If they answered "yes" they were then asked:
Circle ALL the grades that you participated in the Pizza Hut program. K, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6. Do you think that, compared to when you were not in the program, the Pizza Hut program: a. Increased the amount read b. Had no effect on the amount you read . c. Decreased the amount you read. Do you think that, compared to when you were not in the program, the Pizza Hut program: a. Decreased your enjoyment of reading . b. Had no effect on your enjoyment of reading . c. Increased your enjoyment of reading.
Do you think the Pizza Hut program helped you to learn how to read? a. Yes. b. It had no effect. c. It slowed my learning to read . If you have any other thoughts or feelings about how Pizza Hut's program affected your reading habits, learn ing to read , or enjoyment of reading, please write them below. 7 The following page asked "did a parent or guardian ever reward you with money for reading, or for how well you did in English or language arts?" If they answered "no" they were asked to skip the rest of the page. If they answered "yes," they were asked to "circle ALL the grades that your parents rewarded you with money for reading , English, or language arts classes" (K-12.) This question was followed by four questions identical to the Pizza Hut questions about amount, enjoyment, learning to read , and the open-ended question, except the questions reflected parental pay for reading (for example "Do you think that, compared to when you were not rewarded with money, rewarding you a. Increased the amount you read. b. Decreased the amount . . . ").
Results
Several statistical models of the data were tested using simultaneous regression analyses. All regression assumptions were reasonably met for each model, and each statistic was tested with an alpha level of .01. The models are discussed below and are summarized in Table 2 .
The first model used sex, participation in Book It! (simply "yes" or "no"), and parental pay (simply "yes" or "no") as predictor variables and The second regression model used the amount each participant read per week as the dependent variable, and the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory score became one of the predictor variables. This model was significant overall, F(4, 146) = 13.0, P < .01, model R2=.26. The only significant predictor of the amount of reading was the score on the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory, B = .51, P < .01. Participants who reported reading more generally scored higher on the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory, indicating the inventory has a degree of predictive validity.
Two models that considered only those people who participated in Book It! to determine whether number of years in Book It! predict Intrinsic Motivation Inventory score or amount read per week were significant overall, F(2, 94) = 6.6, P < .01, model R2 = .12, and F(3, 93) = 9.67, P < .01, model R2 = .24, respectively. But like the first model, the third model found only that females scored higher on the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory, B = -.31, P < .001. The fourth model found only that participants who reported reading more also scored higher on the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory, B = .50, P < .01.
Two models that considered only those people who's parents paid them to read were evaluated to determine if number of years paid to read predict Intrinsic Motivation Inventory score or amount read per week. The fifth model, using score on the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory as the dependent variable, was not significant. The sixth model, with amount of reading as the dependent variable, was sign ificant overall, F(3, 93) = 9.02, P < .01, model R2 = .3975. But like the fourth and second models, the sixth found only that participants who reported reading more also scored higher on the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory, B = .61, P < .01.
Two models that considered only those people who participated in Book It! and whose parents paid them to read were evaluated to determine whether number of years in Book It! or being paid to read predict Intrinsic Motivation Inventory score or amount read per week. Like the fifth model, the seventh model used score on the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory as the dependent variable and was not significant. Like the second, fourth, and sixth model, the eighth model using amount of reading as the dependent variable was significant overall, F(4 , 22) = 5.08, P < .01, model R2 = .48, but found only that participants who reported reading more also scored higher on the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory, B = .61, P < .01.
Overall, the only consistent significant finding from the eight simultaneous regression analyses was that people who reported reading more also scored higher on the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory. Being rewarded for reading with money or pizzas neither increased or decreased the amount college students read nor influenced their intrinsic motivation for reading.
The answers to the direct questions about Book It! and being paid to read suggested strong beneficial effects of these procedures ( and 2). Specifically, of the people who reported being in the Book It! program none indicated that it decreased reading. Conversely, 27 responded that it had no effect, and 80 (74.8 % of those answering the item) indicated that the Book It! program increased reading amount.
Eight people did report that participating in Book It! decreased thei r enjoyment of reading . However, 30 people (28%) reported that Book It! c " ~ " a.. increased their enjoyment of reading and 68 (64%) reported Book It! had no effect on enjoyment. Fifty three people (49.5%) reported that the Book It! program helped them learn how to read. Fifty three people reported that Book It! had no effect on their learning to read. Only one person reported that Book It! slowed them in learning to read.
The answers to the direct questions about the effects of being rewarded with money for reading were similar to the answers to the questions about Book It! Two people answered that being paid to read decreased reading amount. Conversely, 25 people (49% of those answering the question) answered that being paid to read increased the amount they read. Twenty four people (47%) reported that being paid to read had no effect on the amount they read.
Thirty nine people (76.5%) indicated that being paid to read had no effect on their enjoyment of reading. Three people reported that being paid to read decreased their reading enjoyment. But nine people (17.6%) responded that being paid to read increased their enjoyment of reading.
No one indicated that being paid to read slowed their learning to read. Conversely, 19 people (37%) responded that being paid to read helped them to learn how to read. Thirty nine people (63%) indicated that being paid to read had no effect on learning to read. .
Twenty five people responded to the open-ended questions. Five responses suggested the programs had no effects (e.g. , "Money had no influence -I love reading."). Three responses indicated cheating in the Book It! program. Beneficial effects of being paid to read or of participating in Book It! were given by the remaining 17 people (68%) who responded to the open-ended questions (e.g., "I believe that being rewarded for reading showed me how much an education pays off. It has provided me with a motivation to study and pay attention in school that I still have today.").
Discussion
The current study found no reliable effect of either participating in the Book It! reading program or of being rewarded with money for reading as children on either intrinsic motivation for reading, or on the self-reported amount of reading per week of college students. Direct questions about the effects of Book It! and/or of being paid to read found the procedures to be beneficial or at worst benign. Indeed, the results suggest that when a child participates in Book It! or is rewarded for reading with money the child will increase the amount read, enjoyment of reading may increase, and if they do not read fluently, then the programs may help the child to learn to read (Figures 1 and 2) .
There is some argument that 'intrinsic motivation' for an activity occurs when the behavior involved becomes fluent (Daniels, 1994, pp. 183-187; Lindsley, 1996, pp. 199-210) . The reader who is fluent (Le. , reads at a high rate with accuracy) is likely to find reading intrinsically motivating. The student who struggles to read three and four letter words will not enjoy reading. Because students who were in Book It! or were paid to read generally reported that the procedure(s) helped them learn to read, increased the amount they read, and increased their enjoyment of reading, it is likely that these programs helped many of them become fluent readers. That is, extrinsic motivators for reading may have set the conditions for reading to become intrinsically motivating.
At least two other studies support the conclusion that contrived reinforcers, or extrinsic motivators, increase rather than decrease later intrinsic motivation for reading. The Earning by Learning Program pays academically at-risk children two dollars for each book they read. Children are quizzed and may be required to read parts of the book out loud before they receive their payment. An evaluation of the program (McNinch, Steely, & Davidson, 1995) found that participation increased total positive attitude toward reading, attitude toward recreational reading, and attitude toward academic reading using both pretestposttest measures and comparisons against nonparticipating controls.
A preliminary evaluation of the Book It! program, commissioned by Pizza Hut during the initial year, 1985, of the program, was conducted by the Institute of Human Science and Services of The University of Rhode Island (1986). Surveys, nonsystematic observations from 2,741 teachers representing 16,130 students were used in the evaluation. According to the teachers, participation in Book It! generally improved attitude toward learning (61%), reading level (69%), enjoyment of reading (80%), and the longer children were in the program the more their reading level rose and enjoyment of reading increased. According to the report, ''the basis behind the program was to offer immediate positive reinforcement to reward individual accomplishments . ... It was this rewarding of effort and not ability that probably made Book It! so attractive to both teachers and students" (p. 17, emphasis in original). Furthermore, "the program did not detract from or hinder students' education" (p. 18).
Because Pizza Hut contracted the commissioned study the results from it should be taken cautiously. However, the results of the current study, which was conducted independently and without the support or consent of Pizza Hut, are consistent with the commissioned study. The 1986 initial commissioned study, the Earning by Learning study (McNinch et aI., 1995) , and the current study all converge on the same conclusion that extrinsic reinforcers or incentives for reading set the conditions where intrinsic motivation may develop. These results suggest that the question "can reinforcement be used to increase intrinsic task interest?" (Eisenberger & Cameron, 1996 , p. 1164 ) may be answered in the affirmative.
Reconsidering Intrinsic and Extrinsic
The terms "intrinsic interest," "intrinsic reward," or "intrinsic motivation" all refer to a hypothetical construct. Dropping the first word and calling intrinsic motivation a construct makes it no less hypothetical. Intrinsic motivation only exists in the verbal behavior (spoken and written) of the researchers and theorists. What exists for the subject are behaviors (e.g., reading behaviors and both overt and covert verbal behavior related to reading such as the "expression of interest or attitude toward reading") and environment, both physical (the availability of books and possible reinforcers for reading) and social. The social environment may provide both discriminative stimuli (e.g., "why don't you read me a story?") and reinforcers for reading. Intrinsic interest in reading is actually "intrinsic to the behavior-environment interaction, not the organism" (Flora, 1990, p. 337) .
When extrinsic reward and intrinsic motivation are reconsidered as environment and behavior, the question becomes one of how environmental manipulations affect behavior. When the question is a more specific one of how a reward manipulation later affects the rate of the previously rewarded behavior the empirical answer is clear. Cameron and Pierce's (1994) review of approximately 100 experiments covering 20 years of research remains definitive; "In classroom situations ... rewards can be used to maintain or enhance students' intrinsic interest in schoolwork .... When tangible rewards are offered contingent on level or performance ... , students remain motivated in the subject area" (Cameron & Pierce, 1996, p. 40) . That is, after contrived reinforcement (reward) is removed, natural or noncontrived reinforcers (intrinsic motivators) maintain the behavior. Results of the current study support this conclusion. Any concern that reinforcing reading will decrease later reading is unfounded.
